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In the Matter of

Before the
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

Washington, D.C. 20554

RECEIVED

NOV - 4 t996
fBdBra\ CommunicatiOR$ Commission

Otticl of Secrlt&1'Y

Grandfathered Short-Spaced
FM Stations

TO: The Commission

MM Docket No. 96-120
RM-7651

COMMENTS OF AMERICAN RADIO SYSTEMS LICENSE CORP.
IN OPPOSITION TO THE NAB'S REPLY COMMENTS

AMERICAN RADIO SYSTEMS LICENSE CORP. ("ARS"), by its attor-

neys, pursuant to the Order Granting Extension of Time for Filing

Reply Comments, 11 FCC Rcd 8797 (1996), hereby submits its Comments

in opposition to the October 4, 1996 Reply Comments ("Reply

Comments") of the National Association of Broadcasters ("NAB") in

this proceeding. In support whereof, ARS shows the following:

1. ARB is the licensee, proposed assignee, or participant in

a Local Marketing Agreement ("LMA") with a number of grandfathered

short-spaced FM stations that would be directly affected by the

outcome of this rulemaking proceeding. 1 The Notice of Proposed

Rulemaking ("NPRM") I 11 FCC Rcd 7245, 7245-48 (1996) I proposes to

provide general relief to all classes and types of pre-November

1964 grandfathered short-spaced FM stations. ARS has identified at

least ARS-related 12 stations (see Exh. AI supra) that are short-

spaced to co-channel or first-adjacent channel stations and would

benefit from adoption of Proposal 1 (replacing prohibition against

extending the 1 mV/m contour with interference showings based on

the desired to undesired signal strength ratio ("D/U ratio")

1 Exhibit A hereto is a list of relevant FM stations owned or
proposed to be owned by ARS or an ARS affiliate or with which ARS
has an LMA.



method), and there are at least 13 other ARS-related pre-November

1964 grandfathered stations (id.) that would benefit from adoption

of Proposal 2 (elimination of the second and third-adjacent channel

spacing requirements for grandfathered short-spaced stations).

Hence, ARS' concerns about providing relief for all types of

grandfathered short-spacing situations coincide with the NPRM's

broad goal.

A. Proposal 1 Should Be Adopted Despite the NAB's
Opposition to Relief for Co-Channel and
First-Adjacent Channel Short-Spaced Stations

2. The NAB's Reply Comments focus primarily on Proposal 2,

but the NAB states at the outset (id. at 1) that it recognizes "FM

broadcasters' general need for flexibility of antenna siting over

the immediate and near term" and that its recommendations IIgo to

the core issues in this proceeding -- the grant of antenna siting

and facility change flexibility for 'grandfathered, short-spaced'

FM radio stations". As a technical engineering matter, it is clear

that relief in these areas can also come from Proposal I, and

Proposal 1 involves co-channel and first-adjacent channel short-

spacings. Yet, paradoxically, the NAB claims (id. at 4) that this

proceeding "would not involve any changes in the interference

protection afforded co-channel or first adjacent channel stations,"

and it urges (id. at 9) that IIno regulatory change be based on

lessened concern over co-channel or first adjacent channel

protection" (emphasis in original) In other words, the NAB

appears to oppose any relief for pre-November 1964 grandfathered
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co-channel or first-adjacent channel short-spaced stations in this

proceeding. ARS strongly disagrees.

3. Attached hereto as Exhibit B is an Engineering Statement

by Clarence M. Beverage of Communications Technologies, Inc.

("Beverage Statement"). Section I of the Beverage Statement (at 2

3) supports adoption of Proposal 1 with a slight modification (see

Paragraph 6, infra), and explains how the Diu ratio interference

computation method should provide some of the very type of "antenna

siting and facility change flexibility" for co-channel and first

adjacent channel short-spaced stations that the Reply Comments

purport to favor as a general matter.

4. Simply put, the Reply Comments' objection to any relief

for co-channel and first adjacent-channel stations is both self

contradictory and completely unsubstantiated. The NAB states that

in MM Docket No. 88-375, it previously supported allowing a major

ity of Class A FM stations to increase their facilities "to an

extent that did not create significant new interference to the

service provided by stations operating on co-channels or adjacent

channels" (id. at 4) (emphasis added). However, in this proceeding,

the NAB appears to be opposing all relief to grandfathered co

channel or first-adjacent channel stations because of fear that any

new interference might be created. See Paragraph 2, supra.

5. ARS submits that because the proposed Diu ratio method

provides a more accurate method of interference analysis, it should

be adopted by the Commission. The NAB's concern about "signif icant

new interference" being created by grandfathered co-channel and
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first-adjacent channel stations modifying their facilities is more

than adequately met by the Commission's proposed three-criteria

showing in Paragraph 14 of the NPRM. See 11 FCC Red at 7250.

6. Indeed, ARS believes (see Pages 2-3 of Exh. B) that the

Commission should consider only interference caused when grand-

fathered co-channel and first-adjacent channel stations propose

modifications of their facilities, because interference received is

not interference alone but actually involves an increase in both

service and interference (as illustrated in Figure I of Exh. B).

Since the Commission's essential public interest concern is that an

upgrading grandfathered station should not cause increased inter-

ference to other stations, the upgrading station's proposal should

not be affected by the station's willingness to receive interfer-

ence. This is especially so since there is no negative impact upon

other stations if the upgrading station does not reduce the amount

of interference caused within its proposed 60 dBu contour by

subtracting interference received when developing its upgrade

proposal. Therefore, ARS urges that the Commission should modify

its three-criteria showing in Proposal 1 to delete any requirement

that interference received be taken into account.

B. Proposal 2 Should be Adopted to Give
Full Relief to Second-Adjacent and
Third-Adjacent Channel Short-Spaced Stations

7. ARS' examination of the Comments and Reply Comments in

this proceeding indicates that, out of the 34 entities that have

already filed, 27 support Proposal 2 (elimination of the second and
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third-adjacent channel spacing requirements for grandfathered

short-spaced stations), and only two oppose it the NAB and

Eleven-Fifty Corp.2 3 ARS urges adoption of proposal 2.

8. There are now 5390 licensed commercial FM stations in the

United States. See Public Notice, "Broadcast Station Totals as of

September 30, 1996," Mimeo 70074, released October 7, 1996. The

Reply Comments indicate that, out of these stations, only 312 are

pre-November 1964 grandfathered short-spaced second or third-

adjacent channel stations, and that those 312 stations are involved

in 460 probable short-spaced situations. Id. at 5, 6. Thus,

according to the Reply Comments, only 5.8% of all commercial FM

stations (312) stand to be advantaged by adoption of Proposal 2,

and, at most, 8.5% of all stations (460) might be adversely

affected. Nevertheless, while asserting that "a majority of FM

stations ... will be facing an involuntary site move" within the next

few years because their antennas will be displaced from TV towers,

the Reply Comments claim that the NPRM's proposal to "ignore second

2 The remaining five entities did not comment on Proposal 2.

3 Eleven-Fifty Corp. is licensee of Station KIIS-FM, Los Angeles,
California. It operates on a channel second-adjacent to Station
KJLH (FM), Compton, California, whose protected and interfering
contours are wholly encompassed by the 1 mV/m contour of KIIS-FM.
While KIIS-FM claims in its July 23, 1996 Comments (at 2) that it
would be adversely affected by approval of Proposal 2, Taxi Produc
tions, Inc., licensee of Station KJLH(FM), urges in its own July
22, 1996 Comments (at 4) that the power increase proposed in its
pending modification application (to which KIIS-FM objected) would
extent KJLH's existing contours toward shortspaced Stations KIIS-FM
and KSCA(FM), Glendale, California, only 0.34 km and 0.2 km, encom
passing only 1.3 sq. km/1591 persons and 0.5 sq. km/106 persons -
less than 0.02% and 0.01% of the populations within the primary
service area of the short-spaced stations.
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and third-adjacent channel interference" is "too blunt an instru

ment to use in affording relief." Id. at 10, 11.

9. Instead, the Reply Comments (at 11-12) propose "tailored

relief" in the form of case-by-case analysis of compliance with

four interference-related criteria. Under this procedure, if a

grandfathered station successfully meets the NAB's four criteria

via special showings, it would qualify for a "rebuttable presump

tion that grant of relief should be provided" and "the burden would

then shift to ... potentially affected stations to show why the

requested modification should not be granted". Id. at 12. As ARS

will now show, the Reply Comments' "tailored relief" is too

conservative, too cumbersome, and is unsupported by the NAB's two

underlying studies.

10. Section II of the Beverage Statement (Exh. B at 4)

provides a technical critique of the Reply Comments' four interfer

ence criteria. The first two criteria (net decrease in persons and

land area to which interference is caused) would severely and

unnecessarily limit facility modifications and selection of new

transmitter sites. The vagueness of the third criterion (distance

from any "major traffic thoroughfare") would make sound Commission

implementation difficult, and, most importantly, the criterion

flies in the face of the NAB's own FM receiver study, in which two

automobile radios were tested and both exceeded the Commission's

rules for second-adj acent channel interference rej ection. Finally,

the fourth criterion (transmitter moves limited to a "buffer zone"

near the present site) is also self-contradicting. The Reply
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Comments state (at footnote 10) that "As interfering signals are

brought closer together, approaching co-location, actual interfer

ence areas may decrease" (emphasis in original), and the reality of

decreased interference in such circumstances is generally accepted.

11. In sum, ARS submits that the Reply Comments' proposed

case-by-case approach represents due process overkill that is

wholly unsupported by technical realities. Even if Proposal 2 is

adopted as-is, stations which believe that they will be adversely

affected by a grandfathered station's modification application

already have the due process right to file an objection to that

application. See footnote 3, supra, for a brief discussion of an

already-pending interference objection. The record in this

proceeding and the Commission's experience underlying the NPRM

simply do not support putting the evidentiary burden upon appli

cants in each case to demonstrate that second and third-adjacent

channel interference protections are not needed. Rather I the

minimal likelihood of "significant new interference" to other

stations fully warrants shifting the burden of persuasion to

objectors to show that an application does require interference

protection. Moreover, the Reply Comments' fall-back position (at

11) that, if Proposal 2 is adopted, only conditional grants should

be made, subject to reexamination in the event of interference,

essentially represents existing Commission policy. Alleviation of

unauthorized interference is always the burden of a Commission

licensee.
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12. ARS commends the NAB's effort to design a procedural

II prototype II (Reply Comments at 10, 14) for granting relief to the

thousands of FM stations that will be faced with mandatory

facilities changes in the future. However, ARS urges that the

NAB's proposed case-by-case solution is completely unjustified by

the de minimis interference implications of eliminating second and

third-adjacent channel separation requirements. Let the Commission

clear the way for 312 grandfathered stations to change sites and

otherwise improve their facilities through Proposal 2's general

rule change. Then the Commission can turn its attention to the

much more serious interference issues that applications by 2400

other displaced FM stations may pose.

WHEREFORE, in light of the foregoing, ARS respectfully

requests that the Commission should adopt Proposals 1 and 2 in this

proceeding with the modification to Proposal 1 that is suggested in

Paragraph 6, supra.

Respectfully submitted,

AMERICAN RADIO SYSTEMS LICENSE CORP.

ROSENMAN & COLIN LLP
1300 - 19th Street, N.W.
Suite 200
Washington, D.C. 20036
(202) 463-4640

Its Attorneys

Dated: November 4, 1996
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AMERICAN RADIO SYSTEMS
SECTION 73.213 GRANDFATHERED FACILITIES

OCTOBER 28, 1996

EXHIBIT A

Call
Sign Location Freq.lClass Short Spacings

WQSR Catonsville, MD 105.7 B 3rd adj. B, co-ch B, 1st adj. B

WBMX Boston, MA 98.5 B 3rd adj. B

* WEGQ Lawrence, MA 93.7B Co-ch B

WTUE Dayton,OH 104.7 B Co-ch B, 2nd adj. B

* WTIC Hartford, CT 96.5 B 1st adj. B, 1st adj. A

WZMX Hartford, CT 93.7 B Co-ch B, 1st adj. B, 3rd adj. A

* WCMF Rochester, NY 96.5 B Co-ch B

* KSJO San Jose, CA 92.3 B 1st adj. A

* WKGR Fort Pierce, FL 98.7 C 2nd adj. C

WFLN Philadelphia, PA 95.7B 3rd adj. B, 2nd adj. B, 1st adj. B

* KDON Salinas, CA 102.5 B Co-ch, 2 stations

WAAF Worcester, MA 107.3 B 2-3rd adj. B

KQPT Sacramento, CA 100.5 B 3rd adj. B

* KXOA Sacramento, CA 107.9 B 1st adj. B

KBAY San Jose, CA 100.3 B 2nd adj. B

WLQT Kettering, OH 99.9 B 1st adj. Band co-ch B

* KFKF Kansas City, KS 94.l C Co-ch

* KYKY St. Louis, MO 98.1 Cl Co-ch B

* KRAK Sacramento, CA 98.5 B Co-ch B

* KNCI Sacramento, CA 105.1 B 1st adj. B

WSSS Charlotte, NC 104.7 C 1st adj. B, co-ch C, 3rd adj. C

WIOQ Philadelphia, PA 102.1 B 3rd adj. B, 3-1st adj. B, 2nd adj. B

WUSL Philadelphia, PA 98.9 B 2-lst adj. B, 3rd adj. B

WBZZ Pittsburgh, PA 93.7 B Co-ch B

KSFM Woodland, CA 102.5 B Co-ch B

* Not on NAB 2nd & 3rd adj. channel list.



EXHmITB

ENGINEERING STATEMENT PREPARED ON BEHALF OF

AMERICAN RADIO SYSTEMS LICENSE CORP.
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NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF BROADCASTERS

MM DOCKET NO. 96-120, RM-7651

GRANDFATHERED SHORT-SPACED STATIONS

OCTOBER 1996
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ENGINEERING STATEMENT PREPARED ON BEHALF OF

AMERICAN RADIO SYSTEMS LICENSE CORP.

IN RESPONSE TO

REPLY COMMENTS OF THE
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF BROADCASTERS

MM DOCKET NO. 96-120, RM-7651

GRANDFATHERED SHORT-SPACED STATIONS

SUMMARY

The following engineering statement has been prepared on behalfofAmerican Radio Systems License

Corp., ("ARS"), licensee, assignee or time broker of a total of twenty five (25) commercial FM

broadcasting stations which are considered to be grandfathered broadcast stations as defined by Section

73.213 of the Commission's Rules and Regulations. ARS anticipates that a number ofFM stations will

be forced to relocate their transmitter sites in the coming years as DTV facilities take up previously

available tower space. This concern, coupled with the large number of ARS FM stations which will be

directly impacted by the outcome of the Rule Making, prompts ARS to file the following analysis of the

National Association of Broadcasters ("NAB") October 4, 1996 Reply Comments.

ARS will demonstrate in the following pages that the NAB position, if adopted by the Commission, would

impede grandfathered stations from obtaining suitable alternate sites, resulting in an overall loss of service

to the public.

Attached to this statement as Table I is a list of ARS affiliated 73.213 facilities. The stations have been

characterized as to their short spacing relationships. Twelve of the stations would be impacted by FCC

Proposal Number I (short spaced on co and first adjacent channels) while thirteen of the stations would

be impacted by FCC Proposal Number 2 (2nd and 3rd adjacent channels).

PROPOSAL NUMBER 1 - CO & FIRST ADJACENT CHANNEL STATIONS

The NAB states that it is against any Rule changes which would affect co or first adjacent channel short

spaced stations on page 4 of its Reply Comments: "These new FCC regulations would not involve any
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changes in the interference protection afforded co-channel or first adjacent channel stations". NAB states

in its executive summary that, "NAB's position also is founded on the recognition that scores of FM

stations--not just the grandfathered, short spaced FM stations that are the focus of this proceeding-- may

soon be required to seek new antenna sites", (emphasis added). Recognition of the need to change sites,

but an unwillingness to support any Rule change that would allow the necessary flexibility, creates a

conflict.

ARS has reviewed the Comments and Reply Comments by other parties participating in the proceeding

in an effort to ascertain what might lie at the base of the NAB position on co and first adjacent short

spacings. As Proposal 1, the FCC suggests that co- and first adjacent channel short spacings be analyzed

on the basis of interference rather than contour overlap. None of the Comments or Reply Comments was

against the proposed Rule change except the NAB. In fact, many commentors noted that an interference

analysis methodology is already used by the Commission by International Agreement.

FCC Proposal 1 would not allow an existing area of interference to be increased. As ARS understands

the FCC proposal, an existing Section 73.213 facility would calculate the current area of interference to

an existing short spacing and any subsequent facility change would maintain, or decrease, that area and

population. NAB has clearly stated in its Reply Comments that its position concerning 2nd and 3rd

adjacent grandfathered stations is that caused interference should not be increased, and Proposal 1 is fully

consistent with that position.

Therefore, based on the above, ARS believes that NAB should support FCC Proposal 1 with the

specification that only caused interference be considered, not received interference. ARS urges the

Commission, and NAB, to consider only interference caused, not interference received, because

interference received is not interference alone but actually an increase in both service and interference.

Figure 1, attached, illustrates this point. The solid contour is the licensed 60 dBu contour of an example

station with an ERP of 50 kW and HAAT of 150 meters, while the dashed line is the 60 dBu contour for

an upgrade, at the same site, to 12.5 kW at 300 meters HAAT. The area where the proposed 60 dBu

exceeds the licensed 60 dBu is an area that should receive some new service. Under the NPRM, this area
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would be called an area of received interference and this increased area would be counted against the

station trying to achieve an upgrade. ARS submits that there would be no negative impact to other

grandfathered stations if the station proposing an upgrade does not calculate received interference.

PROPOSAL NUMBER 2 - SECOND & TIDRD ADJACENT SHORT SPACINGS

The NAB has submitted FM receiver test data in its Reply Comments which it purportedly relies upon in

formulating its position opposing a general rule elimination concerning 2nd and 3rd adjacent channel

grandfathered short spacings. Only Five FM receivers were tested (two automobile receivers, a boom box,

and two stereo receivers) for second adjacent channel interference immunity. No test data was provided

for co, first or third adjacent channel stations. The test results show that both auto receivers significantly

exceed the FCC 40 dB desired to undesired signal ratio for commercial second adjacent channel operation.

The boom box and low end home stereo fell below the standard, while the high end home stereo met the

standard.

NAB has set forth a set offour criteria which it proposes that every grandfathered short spaced (2nd or 3rd

adjacent channel) station meet in order to change its site. ARS examined the record in this proceeding in

an effort to ascertain what might have motivated NAB to develop such a conservative set of proposals. The

record does not support the NAB's position. Notably, not one consulting engineering firm opposed

Proposal 2, and only one commentor (Eleven- Fifty Corp.), except for the NAB, opposed the proposal out

of 29 entities which filed Comments concerning it.

The record supports affiant's, and ARS', observation that receiver selectivity is, indeed, greater today than

it was ten years ago and that, should interference result, the de minimis area of interference will be

localized around the offending transmitter site. A number of real world cases are cited in the Docket-

most notably the Comments of Compass Radio--which fully explore several short spacing cases and

demonstrate a lack of interference on 2nd and 3rd adjacent channels.

ARS believes that the proposal put forth by NAB for 2nd and 3rd adjacent channel stations is far too

conservative, does not reflect its own ( albeit minimal) receiver test data, and would severely hinder short
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spaced stations in their efforts to locate suitable alternate transmitter sites. The following comments

specifically address the NAB's four proposed criteria for case-by-case relief in 2nd and 3rd adjacent

channel short spacing cases.

1. NAB criteria 1 and 2 would require any grandfathered site change applicant to demonstrate

that there would be no area or population increase in caused interference. Such a proposal

would severely limit the facility to be proposed and available locations. Taken to its

ludicrous conclusion, a 100 foot site change, in the direction of a population center, would

be cause for reducing the overall size of a station's proposed service area.

2. NAB criteria 3 requires that a station not move closer to a major traffic thoroughfare. First,

this contradicts the NAB's receiver test data. Both mobile receivers tested demonstrated

significant interference rejection capability on second adjacent channels. The interference

rejection capability would be even greater on third adjacent channels. Second, the proposal

is not necessarily logical or definable. Any interference would be localized around the

interfering transmitter site. Who would be more affected, a motorist in 55 mph traffic on

a freeway or a listener stuck in bumper to bumper traffic on a lesser thoroughfare?

3. NAB's fourth criteria, that stations be limited in their ability to change sites by an arbitrary

distance limit "buffer zone", is without support. This proposal offers no benefit in terms

of interference reduction and instead would further limit broadcasters in their selection of

a suitable new transmitter site.

The record clearly demonstrates that 2nd and 3rd adjacent interference problems are not common, and that

when they do exist, they are localized around the offending transmitter site. There is going to be a critical

need for new sites over the next few years. Given the record in this proceeding, it would appear that NAB

would best meet the needs of the broadcast community as a whole by supporting FCC Proposal 2.
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CONCLUSION

American Radio Systems is very concerned that its FM broadcast properties be able to maintain their

current service areas when inevitable future site changes take place. The proposal put forth by NAB would

seriously limit grandfathered short spaced stations in their selection of sites and almost certainly would

cause some stations to decrease their service area in order to comply with an overly conservative protection

requirement. ARS strongly supports FCC Proposal 2, not the NAB proposal. With respect to co and first

adjacent channel stations, ARS supports FCC Proposal 1 but only to the extent that caused interference

would be considered in an application for site change. ARS believes the NAB proposal that no change be

made to the current Rules for co and first adjacent channel stations is unduly restrictive given the record

in this proceeding and cannot be supported by an engineering analysis.

The foregoing was prepared on behalf of American Radio Systems License Corp. by Clarence M.

Beverage of Communications Technologies, Inc., Marlton, New Jersey, whose qualifications are a

matter of record with the Federal Communications Commission. The statements herein are true and

correct of his own knowledge, except such statements m~9.!Li!!JQrm~ti0..!1~elief, and as to these

statements he believes them to be Irue and correct. ~~

Clarence M. Beverage
for Communications Technologies, Inc.

Marlton, New Jersey

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN TO before me,

this 1 s t day of November , 1996,

,...-r, . C;J
=~~,.",j(%!!..o:h~~ .l!!tQ:!:,..===9y:f===....J.,#n~uJ.!!!=!!!'b&-!36:Z=·~===' NOTARY PUBLIC

ESTHER G. SPERBECK
NOTARY PUBLIC OF NEW JERSEY

MY COMMISSION EXPIRES OCT 15,1997
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TABLE I

AMERICAN RADIO SYSTEMS
SECTION 73.213 GRANDFATHERED FACILITIES

OCTOBER 28, 1996

Call
Sign Location Freg.lClass Short Spacings

WQSR Catonsville, MD 105.7 B 3rd adj. B, co-ch B, 1st adj. B

WBMX Boston, MA 98.5 B 3rd adj. B

*WEGQ Lawrence, MA 93.7B Co-ch B

WTUE Dayton,OH 104.7 B Co-ch B, 2nd adj. B

* WTIC Hartford, CT 96.5 B 1st adj. B, 1st adj. A

WZMX Hartford, CT 93.7B Co-ch B, 1st adj. B, 3rd adj. A

*WCMF Rochester, NY 96.5 B Co-chB

* KSJO San Jose, CA 92.3 B 1st adj. A

*WKGR Fort Pierce, FL 98.7C 2nd adj. C

WFLN Philadelphia, PA 95.7B 3rd adj. B, 2nd adj. B, 1st adj. B

*KDON Salinas, CA 102.5 B Co-ch, 2 stations

WAAF Worcester, MA 107.3 B 2-3rd adj. B

KQPT Sacramento, CA 100.5 B 3rd adj. B

*KXOA Sacramento, CA 107.9 B 1st adj. B

KBAY San Jose, CA 100.3 B 2nd adj. B

WLQT Kettering,OH 99.9B 1st adj. Band co-ch B

* KFKF Kansas City, KS 94.1 C Co-ch

* KYKY St. Louis, MO 98.1 Cl Co-ch B

*KRAK Sacramento, CA 98.5 B Co-ch B

* KNCI Sacramento, CA 105.1 B 1st adj. B

WSSS Charlotte, NC 104.7 C 1st adj. B, co-ch C, 3rd adj. C

WIOQ Philadelphia, PA 102.1 B 3rd adj. B, 3-1st adj. B, 2nd adj. B

WUSL Philadelphia, PA 98.9 B 2-1st adj. B, 3rd adj. B

WBZZ Pittsburgh, PA 93.7B Co-ch B

KSFM Woodland, CA 102.5 B Co-ch B

* Not on NAB 2nd & 3rd adj. channel list.
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CERTIPICATB or SBRVICB

I, Yvonne Corbett, a secretary in the law offices of Rosenman
& Colin LLP, do hereby certify that on this 4th day of November,
1996, I have caused to be mailed, or hand-delivered, a copy of the
foregoing "COMMENTS or AKBRICAH RADIO SYSTEMS LICENSE CORP. IN
OPPOSITION TO THE NAB'S REPLY COMMENTS" to the following:

Roy J. stewart, Chief.
Mass Media Bureau
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M street, N.W., Room 314
Washington, D.C. 20554

Keith Larson, Assistant Chief.
Mass Media Bureau
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M street, N.W., Room 314
Washington, D.C. 20554

Marsha MacBride, Esq .•
Special Assistant to the Chief
Mass Media Bureau
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W., Room 314
Washington, D.C. 20554

Linda Blair, Chief.
Audio Services Division
Mass Media Bureau
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W., Room 302
Washington, D.C. 20554

stuart Bedell, Assistant Chief.
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